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HOW ATTRACTIVE IS YOUR STATE 2 


N August 1952, we published a bulletin under the title “How Attractive Is 
| Your City?” In that bulletin we defined attractiveness of a city, not from the 
aesthetic values which are generally considered, but from a statistician’s 
viewpoint, that an attractive city is a city which attracts people. The net migra- 
tion to a city from other areas as a percentage of the total population of the city 


became the criterion by which the various metropolitan areas of the United States 
were ranked. 


In the same way, we would measure attractiveness of a State by measuring 
the net migration to or from the State over a period of years. An increasing 
population in any city or State does not necessarily mean that a city or State is 
attractive. It may be due entirely to an excess of births over deaths. Many 
cities and States which have shown an increase in population have had a net mi- 
gratory loss, as can be easily demonstrated by subtracting the deaths from the 
births and showing that the net increase in population has not been so great as 
the natural increase. In other words, more persons have moved away from the 
community or from the State than have moved to it. 


The large table on the center spread of this report shows the Census Bureau’s 
estimate of population for July 1, 1954, compared with the April 1, 1950, cen- 
sus enumeration. The net change in total population is shown in the third column, 
The number of resident births and resident deaths accumulated for the same 
period of time is shown by the next two columns. In all States there was an 
excess of births over deaths. The total migratory population gain or loss can 
be determined by subtracting this excess from the total change in population, This 
figure must then be adjusted for the loss in population to the armed forces. After 
this adjustment, we end up with the civilian migratory population change. The 
migratory population change from April 1, 1950, to July 1, 1954, for each State 
is then expressed as the percentage of the 1950 population. On this basis it will 
be noticed that Nevada has shown the biggest percentage increase, amounting to 
more than 27% of the 1950 population. Other States that rank unusually high on a 
percentage basis are Arizona, with a 22% increase; Florida, with a 20% increase; 
and California, with a 12% increase. The States which have been least attractive 
from the standpoint of their ability to attract a net migratory gain in population are 
West Virginia, which had a net migratory loss of approximately 9%; Mississippi, 
with a net migratory loss of more than 7%; Arkansas, with a net migratory lossof 
about 7%; and Kentucky, with a net migratory loss of 5.5%. 

(cont. on page 534) 
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MIGRATORY POPULATIO 
APRIL 1950 


1/1/54 4/1/50 4/1/50- 4/1/50- 
State 000's 000 's 1/1/54 1/1/54 


Civilian Resident Resident @ 


Alabama 3, 100 3, 053 361, 776 115, 329 
Arizona 974 742 108, 590 30, 827 
arbanans 1,891 1,908 201, 924 85, 715 
California 12,213 10,413 1, 161, 568 442, 010 

hevads 1,408 1,307 161, 084 54, 198 


Connecticut 2,210 2,001 193, 292 85, 224 
Delaware 362 318 36, 786 15, 566 
District of Columivia 820 769 99, 291 36, 829 
Florida 3,436 2,729 317, 522 124, 270 
Georgia 3, 561 3,492 426, 050 131, 318 


ida he 611 588 10,938 20, 810 
Dlinois 9,106 8,672 862, 545 398, 966 
indiana 4,203 3,932 432, 866 173, 154 
lowa 2,636 2,621 271, 716 112, 609 
Kansas 1,972 1,887 205, 484 81, 507 


acky 2,928 2,913 330, 698 117, 561 
Louisiana 2,901 2,670 348, 383 103, 517 
Maine 916 912 90, 688 41, 823 
Maryland 2,522 2, 306 253, 266 96, 191 
Maseachusetts 4, 906 4, 665 436 , 000 218, 850 


Michigan 7,010 6, 361 755, 531 254, 237 
Minnesota 3, 098 2,981 333, 389 119, 891 
Mississippi 2,180 2, 164 280, 948 87, 287 
Missouri 4,115 3,953 389, 347 187, 903 
Montana 624 589 69, 459 24, 899 


Nebraska 1, 358 1,322 139, 748 54, 797 
Nevada 209 157 19, 409 8, 003 
New Hampshire 528 531 49,911 26, 253 
New Jersey 5,174 4,802 453, 568 214, 790 
New Mexico 752 668 107, 108 23, 446 


New York 15,368 14, 801 1, 361, 281 678, 683 
North Carolina 4, 162 4,014 486,012 134, 836 
North Dakota 635 620 73,073 21, 982 
Ohic 8, 535 7,938 868, 358 352, 443 
Oklahoma 2, 232 2,218 220, 426 82, 559 


Oregon 1,634 1,519 163, 751 61,691 
Pennsylvania 10,755 10,480 1, 002, 739 471, 230 
Rhode Island 790 774 75, 065 35, 106 
South Carolina 2,171 2, 096 280, 086 75, 900 
South Dakota 659 650 78,174 24, 664 


rennessee 3, 344 3, 281 358, 842 125, 741 
Texas 8,240 1,584 973, 758 278, 698 
Utah 753 687 99, 040 22, 291 
Vermont 383 378 39, 092 18, 003 
Virginta 3,418 3, 220 380, 758 124,901 


Washington 2, 459 2,317 258, 984 98, 437 
West Virginia 1,946 2,005 217, 110 72,211 
Wisconsin 3,574 3,433 373, 506 144, 661 
Wyoming 302 282 35, 678 10, 343 


TOTAL 159,084 149,633 16, 314,618 6, 302, 760 











CHANGES BY STATES 


OM JULY 1, 1954 


Excess 
Births Over 
Deaths 


246, 447 
77, 763 
136, 209 
719, 558 
106, 886 


108, 068 
21, 220 
62, 462 
193, 252 
294, 732 


50, 128 
463,579 
259, 112 
159, 107 
123,977 


213, 137 


501, 294 
213, 498 
193, 661 
201, 444 
44, 560 


84,951 
11, 406 
23, 658 
238, 778 
83, 662 


682, 598 
351, 176 

51, 091 
515,915 
137, 867 


102, 060 
531, 509 
39, 959 
204, 186 
53, 510 


233, 101 
695, 060 
76, 749 
21, 089 
255, 857 


160, 547 
144, 899 
228, 845 
25, 335 


10,011, 858 
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Civilian 
Total Loss to + or - 
Migratory Armed Migratory 
Population Forces Population 
Change 000’s Change 


45 154,447 

154, 237 yg 163, 237 
21 132, 209 

1, 080, 442 132 1, 212, 442 
17 11,114 


100, 932 24 124, 932 

22, 780 4 26, 780 
10 1, 462 

513, 748 41 554, 748 
40 5, 73 


9 18, 12% 
71,421 
62, 888 
108, 107 
13, 977 


161, 137 

13, 134 

f 29, 865 

58, 925 86,925 
23, 850 86, 850 


148, 706 226, 706 
57,498 

154, 661 

16, 556 

1, BAC 


29, 951 
42,594 
17, 658 
190, 222 
10, 338 


51,402 


091 
163, 085 
15, B67 


34,940 
132, 509 
12, 959 
18, 196 


32,510 


126, 101 
50, 940 

1, 749 
10, 089 


1} AF 


13, 453 
173, 899 
50, 844 


! 


1, 865 1, 304, 142 


*Figures on resident births and deaths available only from April 1950 through 1951. 
June 1954 birth-and-death figures are by place of occurrence, It is believed that 
are available they will differ only slightly from the figures shown in this table. 
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(cont. from page 531) 


If attractiveness is measured in thousands of net migratory gain or loss, with- 
out reference to the percentage this forms of the total State population, California, 
with a net migratory gain of 1,212,000, leads all other States by a very wide 
margin, with Florida following in second place, with a migratory gain of approxi- 
mately 555,000 since April 1, 1950. The biggest migratory loss in thousands of 
any State was in West Virginia, with a migratory loss of approximately 174, 000 
since April 1, 1950. During the same period, Kentucky lost 161,000, and Missis- 
sippi lost approximately 155,000. 


There are a number of implications from these tables for real estate. Ina 
State which is experiencing a heavy migratory gain it is possible to buildata 
more rapid rate in relationship to total population than it is in a State which is 
experiencing a migratory loss. It should be kept in mind, however, that these 
are State totals, and a State total may be composed of several divergent trends. 
Rural areas may be losing population, while the metropolitan areas in the State 
may be gaining. A comparison of this study by States with the study published 
in August 1952 handling metropolitan areas on the same basis should prove quite 
interesting, as it will indicate in a general way whether the migratory gains or 
losses in many of these States are coming primarily in the urban or rural areas, 
or in both. In order to illustrate these divergent trends, let us take, for in- 
stance, the State of Oklahoma. The entire State experienced a migratory loss of 
approximately 96,000 persons from April 1, 1950, to July 1, 1954, but by referring 
back to our study on metropolitan areas in August 1952 it will be noticed that the 
metropolitan areas of Tulsa and Oklahoma City have both had above-average 
rates of migratory gain. The same thing is true of the relationship between the 
State of Mississippi, which has lost migratory population, and the metropolitan 
area of Jackson, Mississippi, which has been gaining in migratory population 
for the past several years. The same thing is true of the relationship between 
the State of Alabama, which has shown a substantial loss in migratory population, 
and the metropolitan area of Mobile, Alabama, which has been one of the fastest 
growing areas in the country from the standpoint of migratory population gain. In 
Georgia, with a migratory loss for the State, fi »f the five metropolitan areas 
have had migratory gains above the average.  “)n the other hand, in a State like 
Pennsylvania, most of the metropolitan areas in the State have been below aver- 
age from the standpoint of net migration, while the State as a whole had a migra- 
tory loss of 132, 000. 

















